From The Lake Superior Alliance
Via: Electronic Mail and surface nail

Dat e: 10/ 15/2001

To: Jon Heinrich
W sconsin Departnment of Natural Resources

Recomendi ng the adoption of Wsconsin's Proposed Mercury Reduction Rules

M. Heinrich

| amwiting to you on behalf of the Lake Superior Al liance in support of

W sconsin's proposed nercury reduction rule to reduce nmercury em ssions to

t he at nosphere by 90% by the year 2010. The Lake Superior Alliance is nade up
of nearly 40 Lake Superior environnental groups with |ocal nenbership in

W sconsin, Mchigan, Mnnesota and Ontario. Qur nmenbers are |ocal, regional,
national and international groups fromcommunities in the United States and
Canada who have worked together since 1992 to pronpote the pollution reduction
and habitat protection goals of the Lake Superior Binational Program

First and forenmpbst | want to thank the Departnent for proposing rules which,
if inmplemented, will reduce nmercury air em ssions, the nunber one source of
mercury affecting Lake Superior, by 90% by the year 2010. This pl aces

W sconsin anong the nations |eaders for taking action to protect our famlies
and our wealth of clean water through protective neasures aimed at cl eaning
the air of perhaps the biggest water pollution and human health chal | enge we
face; the mercury in our waters.

For Lake Superior’s people, in particular those who consunme subsi stence | eve
quantities of walleye and trout, the recomendati ons published by the state
are not adequate protection. Since, because of their subsistence life
patterns, these famlies will consunme |arge quantities of fish and
consequently large periodic doses of nmercury, they and their children are at
risk of birth defects, reduced cognitive function and ot her know harns
attributable to nmercury poisoning. Data al so shows that Lake Superior’s |oons
and waterfowl experience nmercury levels four tinmes greater than the sane
species living on neighboring great |akes, Huron and M chigan

You will hear fromothers that the proposed nmercury reduction rules are
reasonabl e, common-sense neasures which respond to a pressing need to rid
Wsconsin's nore than 15,000 | akes of fish consunption advisories based upon
mercury contami nation. You will hear fromothers that this is a reasonabl e,
common- sense and cost-effective approach to protect the health of famlies
who depend upon fish fromthese | akes as their food source. You will hear
fromothers that em ssion controls to reduce stack | evels of nercury will be
reasonabl e, cost-effective and available for inplenmentation within the
timeline proposed. Knowing that, | will add ny voice to those who comrend you
for taking up this challenge to reduce nmercury in our waters by requiring

i ncreased controls on the biggest known source of mercury in our |akes and
streans, the snokestacks of coal -fired power plants.

The Lake Superior Alliance wishes to commend the Departnment for Wsconsin's
continued | eadership in clean water policy. In 1991 when the states bordering
Lake Superior were challenged by the International Joint Commission to join
inamlti-jurisdictional programto reduce the levels of nine of the nost
dangerous, long-lasting toxic chemicals, including nmercury, Wsconsin did so
willingly. For the ensuing ten years of the Lake Superior Binational Program



W sconsin has worked dilligently along side Mnnesota, M chigan and the
Canadi an Province of Ontario in the devel opnent of the Lakew de Managenent
Plan for Lake Superior. Called LaMP 2000, the docunment released in April 2000
contains | oad reduction schedules for the nine designated dangerous, | ong-

| asting, toxic chemcals, including nercury, anong its many provisions for

i mprovi ng Lake Superior water quality,

The Lake Superior Lakewi de Management Pl an, LaMP 2000, Chapter 4, Critica

Pol lutants contains the followi ng Mercury Reduction Goals. Wth 1990 used for
basel i ne amounts, the reduction goals for nmercury are:

*60 percent reduction by 2000

*80 percent reduction by 2010

*100 percent reduction by 2020

Wil e the Lake Superior Binational Program has chosen to narrowly interpret
its mandate for reducing nercury to in-basin sources, this narrow strategy
has been questioned by the International Joint Conm ssion. The Lake Superi or
LaMP states that 90% of the nercury in Lake Superior’s waters arrive from out
of basin sources. Recognizing this, the JC has asked the Binational Program
to map out a strategy which achieves real, neasureable reductions in nercury
concentrations in the Lake's waters and in the fish which inhabit thses

wat ers. The Conmi ssion has recommended that the Binational Programidentify
all sources and pathways for airborne nercury affecting Lake Superior’s
waters. In this basic assessment of nearby sources, Wsconsin's coal-fired
power plants and other nercury air em ssion sources nust figure promnently.
EPA estimated 1999 stack em ssions of mercury for the state of Wsconsin were
2264 pounds. Reducing this amount by 90%to 226 pounds by 2010 cannot fail to
have a dramatic effect on Lake Superior

It is also inportant to note that the goal for Lake Superior’s is for al00%
reduction. Wsconsin’s 90%reduction will be inmportant in reaching this goa
in several ways. There will be imediate reductions in nercury transported
into the Lake Supeiror basin from Wsconsin sources. Perhaps nore
inmportantly, it is likely that Wsconsin’s | eadership in these nercury
reduction rules will affect policies in neighboring Lake Superior states;

M nnesota and M chi gan

Beyond the | eadership val ue of these proposed new rules for which we comrend
the Departnment | cannot fail to stress their underlying purpose; the health
of the people whose food and recreation place themin jeopardy. As you know,
ALL Wsconsin |akes and rivers are under a fish advisory. Pregnant wonen,
nursi ng nmot hers, wonen of chil dbearing age and chil dren under 15 should limt
eating fish caught fromlakes and streanms in Wsconsin. In 92 waters,

i ncluding fl owages that contain many | akes, these sane individuals should not
eat the fish caught there in any anount. This situation is anplified in scope
and severity in Lake Superior’s many tribal comunities where | arge scale
conmercial fisheries and private famly harvests result in dramatically

i ncreased fish consunption.

Since identification of the "Mad Hatter"” - hat-nmakers affected by nercury
used in the preservation of felt in hats - studies have proven that at
increasingly smaller doses, nmercury can affect a person for life. Nowit is
understood that significant |oss of 1Q can occur when a child is exposed to
m nute amounts of nmercury - even if that exposure happens before birth
through it’s nmother’s bl ood. Mercury pollution (use and rel ease) has been
addressed from nost every known controll able source - such as batteri es,
paints and agricultural chemicals. That is all except one. Current



assessnents indicate we can reduce nercury pollution fromthis source by 90%
in the next 10 years with currently avail able technology for a cost of
between $2 and $3 a nonth to the average W sconsin househol d. The | ast source
of unregul ated nmercury pollution - coal-fired power plants - accounted for
over 2264 pounds of mercury pollution dunped into the air during 1999 al one.

The National Acadeny of Sciences estinmates that 60,000 children are born in
the U S. each year with potentially nervous system danagi ng | evel s of

mercury. The only commonality - their nothers ate fish. Based solely on

popul ation, under this study we conservatively estimte nmercury threatens
nmore than 1200 newborns in Wsconsin every year. The Center for D sease
Control estimates even nore children are threatened. Based on bl ood sanpl es,
1-in-10 wonen of chil dbearing age have nercury in their bodi es approaching

| evel s proven to harm devel oping children. In wildlife, studies have |inked
high mercury levels to reproductive harmin |oons, eagles, rainbow trout, and
wal | eye.

So for Lake Superior and for all of our northern | akes and streans | cannot
stress strongly enough that Wsconsin's | eadership is crucial. Because of

| awsui ts brought against EPA, a national hazardous air pollutant regulation
for coal-fired power plants (including nmercury) nust be finalized in 2004. By
initiating a pro-active agenda, we place polluters on notice they have to
clean up their mercury by a certain tine allowing future plans to be nade.
The federal governnment can | ook to Wsconsin' s | eadership and create
regul ati ons that work better for all states - a conprehensive approach that
will help elimnate cross-boundary pollution. The sooner we nove down this
path, the better.

As you know, Wsconsin gets a vast majority of its electricity fromcoal -
burni ng power plants, nost of them being over 20 years old. O the nmany new
proposed power plants, the najority of options remain plants. The opportunity
exists to diversify our energy supply, including cleaner natural gas.
Wsconsin Electric plans include closing down an old coal plant and repl acing
it with a larger gas plant (in Port Washington). The political will is there
for building gas plants-in a recent poll by the Wsconsin Policy Research
Institute, Inc. 80% of the residents polled who favor buil di ng new power

pl ants (68% favored new plants) favored gas plants, as opposed to 39% who
favor new coal plants.

In conclusion I’ repeate ny thanks on behal f of Lake Superior and all of
our northern | akes and streans for the proposed rules to inplenent these

| ong- needed neasures which will start Wsconsin as soon as possible on a | ong
overdue process to address this, the |ast unregul ated naj or source of nercury
dumping into our air and our water.

Si ncerely,
*

Bob A sgard, Coordi nator
Lake Superior Alliance

Menber groups of the Lake Superior Alliance:

AWAKE - Mbhawk, M chi gan

Bay Area North Guard, Washburn, W
Clean North -

Sault Ste. Marie, ON

Cl ean Water Action



Dul uth, M

Citizens for Sustainabl e Recreation-Saxon, W

Cl ean Water Action Council - NE Ws. Geen Bay, W
Coalition of Concerned Citizens-Wawa, ON
Conservation Legacy Alliance, Duluth, M

Dul uth Area Greens, Duluth, M

Dul ut h Audobon Soci ety - Duluth, M

ECCOLA- Tomahawk, W

Envi ronment North -

Thunder Bay, ON

Flintsteel Restoration Association, Wakefield, M
FOCUS -

Ont onagon, M chi gan

FOLK, (Friends of the Land of Kewenaw) Houghton, M
Great Lakes United-Buffalo, N Y., Kitchener, ON

Inl and Sea Soci ety-Bayfield, W

Institute for Sustainable Futures - Duluth, M nnesota
Jackfish Bay Environmental Protection-

Terrace Bay, Ontario

Lake Superior G eens-Superior, W

Lake Superior Greens, South Shore, Herbster, W

M dwest Renewabl e Energy Associ ation, Anmherst, W
M nnesota Project.-St. Paul, M

National WIldlife Federation, Ann Arbor, M

Nort heastern M nnesotans for W/I derness - Duluth, M
Nort hguard, Chequanmagon Bay, Port Wng, W

Nort hwoods Conservati on Associ ati on-

Boul der Junction, W

Regi onal Environnmental Action League-Duluth, M
Save Lake Superior Association-Beaver Bay, M
Sierra Cub M dwest-

Madi son, W

Sierra C ub-Northstar Chapter, MPLS, M

Sierra Club-Central U P.-Mirquette, M

Sierra C ub-Three Lakes Goup,-Sault Ste. Marie, M
St. Croix Valley Geens -

Luck, W

Upper Peninsul a Environnental Coalition,-Mirquette, M
W dl ands League-

Sault Ste. Marie, ON, Toronto, ON

Bob d sgard



